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Notes on 25 Nov 52 meeting with SCHAAK on UJ DREADFU L

. 1. Members on German side nov having knovledgé of the case are: SCHNEIDER, MERKER,
L1OWIE, KUEHNE, KIAUSNER, HERDAHL, SCHAAK.. SCHAAK intende to bring one more
person in, probahly ROEMER, as a witness and co-interrogator.

2, The sole background on the case available to SCHAAK is ax Lebonslauf which
SCHAAK required of WJDREADFUL when the latter fot his present job, This item
is déted 29 November 1950, and by SCHAAK's statement is somewhat less detailed
then the handuritten Lebenslauf obtained for the Carriage test.

A .

3. SCHAAK presumss that BOSSELT, who ted UJ DRERDFUL, knows quite a bit more
Ly o SPOUE TID, COSSELT 4 sation, and SCHAAK does
ot L vani, to make any contact with him or bring him into the matter. The org.

did not obtain written material on UJD from BOSSELT.

4. SCHAAK states that after discussion vith 25, Dr, SCHNEIDER decided that the
proper course of action would be to takxe the matter up via SCHAAK directly with
UJD, and that no prior further investigation is wither possible or feuible.
SCHAAK clearly does not intend to investigate further,

5. SCHAAK read his 1ist of questions for the interrogation. The questions covered
the period af from WD's arrest by the Soviets until his employwent by the
organization, They were reasomably detailed, They began as though XWXWESX UJD
vas to be questioned about Carriage and his reeaction to 1t. They seen dropped
this line and adopted the position that. certain emtarrassing questions hsd
arigsen as & result of UJD's test and that the matter had to be cleared up in a
straightforvard and honorable manner between SCHAAK as former superior and UJD.

6, SCHAAK STXT stated, accurstely, that his questions(as such) were quite objective,
but he bastened to add several times that he does not believe that UJD is
X guilty as indicated. As proof he has only to add his assoclations with
UJD, the fact that UJD in no wey ever gave any cause for suspicion, and his
loag experience as agw judge of men vhich indicates that UJD is not guilty. At
the same time SCHAAK admite that he has never been very close to UJD. Never-
theless he boliwves he is the man to interrogate UJD and he will approsch him
a8 his former superiops on the basis of mutual confidence &nd request clarificatio
on an honor basis, (My only question is: Assuning WD vere guilsy, could this

approach be expected to yleld resulta? This is after a1l the test of say: =weeen ..

1ine of action we undertake.)

7. SCHAAK states .that the interrogation must take place in one day, and that there-
fors no complicating arrangements. &re necessary, .Need for one day treatment is
in order that one person can handle the matter and the problem of lack of

~ continuity cannot arise. SCHAAK does not appear to face the peesibility that
this matter could get very sticky and require long interrogation., Omly con-
clusion I can draw from this is thet they have not the faintest expectation that
guilt will be indicated, The only intention is to make a gestures at clarificatio
of the matter. )

8. SCHAAK was unwilling to talk of arrangements wf for re-8arriage, indicating that
a second Barriage would have to await his recommendations bassd upon interr-
ogation, and upon Dr. SCHNEIDER's approval of & second Carriage,
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9. SCHAAK will let us know the date of the interrogation. (Indicating to me that
it is at least not clear in his mind thet their entire course of aciion 1s to

be -coerdinated with us.)

10. SCHAAK agreed, reluctantly, to give us a copy of their Iabcnahur, dated 1950,
. . ? He wvill also let us dead the interrogation questions, or read them to ue, However,
i he declined giving us a copy on the basis that &% the matter is being hand vritten
‘. ] ' in ‘order to -aveld use of a @scretary.
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